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Abstract — Transitions in spatial, technological, organisational strategies and employer-employee experiences have
disintegrated the organisational systems post pandemic. This narrative review synthesises extant literature to highlight frictions
caused by the factors of hybrid work flexibility and focuses on building a fluid hybrid work ecosystem that can overcome the
headless chicken zig-zag shuttling and firefighting instincts. A narrative review approach was necessary to capture radically
fragmented and diversified nuances of hybrid work and provide a single integrated seamless architecture of a hybrid work
ecosystem, not synthesised previously. This narrative review was based on wide verifiable reference base as against a narrow
exhaustive literature through replicable search protocol or formal quality appraisal. Targeted searches identified peer-reviewed
journals and practitioner gray literature published between 2019 to 2026 reporting accelerated implementation and adoption of
hybrid work. A prominent indication of the review is that hybrid work frictions originate from multidimensional causes.
Resource allocation and availability at multi-locations, technological gaps, unclear policies and psychological burdens
compound and produce a cumulative friction on both the employer and the employee and when addressed in isolation fails to
provide flawless hybrid work ecosystem. These findings do corroborate with gray literature reports on practitioner scale. The
findings are highly illustrative and provide a conceptual thematisation which should not be treated as an evidence map but used
as a precursory guide for future systematic and empirical studies. This study is the first of its kind to integrate the fragmentated
and diverging aspects of various hybrid work frictions, proposing an integrated hybrid work ecosystem that balances boundary
spanning, technology, organisational reforms and psychological obstructions that informs sustainable organisational designs
and future interdisciplinary research.
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workspace designs, wherein an employee has to adapt
according to the workstation design, ergonomics and the
resources available (2) technological variations that
multiplies tasks across those spaces (3) organisational
hybrid work policies that govern employee-manager
proximity and deviates preference for appraisal and
promotion and (4) the employer-employee experience
causing psychological disturbances that impacts intent to
hybrid work itself. These may create various other volatile
spaces as can be seen in the narrative.

I. INTRODUCTION

Catching momentum as a contingent arrangement to cope
with the pandemic restrictions, hybrid work has gradually
realised an unparalleled modern work structure (Teng-
Calleja et al., 2024). Hybrid work may be characterised as
a continuous but repetitive transition amid traditional and
non-traditional work environments, location where work is
done and temporal patterns governing when work is done
(Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). But every change comes with
interventions and so is hybrid work. Employees and many

a times employers as well have been apparently unfolding
some patterns of recurring but specific frictions that limits
sustainability in hybrid work environment. There still
exists a gap between the constant flexibility offered in
hybrid work and the real-time constant friction experiences
of many organisations and their employees asking for
seamless changeovers.

Hybrid work flexibility repeatedly involves re-orienting
oneself to changing workspace, time and ergonomics, re-
establishing access to various resources and psychological
preparation. This flexibility causes friction that cannot be
attributed to one single cause. It is a cumulative
amalgamation of four interrelated and interdependent
elements of the hybrid work ecosystem, (1) multi-

Academic evidences are available for activity-based
workplace (ABW) designs (Candido et al., 2019; Oygiir et
al., 2022; Vartiainen & Vanharanta, 2024), virtual or
digital employee experiences (Moganadas & Goh, 2022),
stringent return-to-office policies of organisations (Ding &
Ma, 2024), and managing blurred boundary between work
and home (Perrigino & Raveendhran, 2020). Existing
literature has examined these factors largely as separate
context of hybrid work, thus, failing to critically examine
and synthesise them under a single framework
simultaneously. The hybrid work model of Vartiainen and
Vanharanta (2024) has rudimentarily reported four basic
spaces in hybrid work taking a systems view of flexibility.
Similarly, Lauring & Jonasson (2025) have identified three
dimensions of hybrid work and presented a fundamental
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conceptual framework. Both these models integrate the
elements of hybrid work to establish flexibility. However,
integration for flexibility is not the solution but the focus
should be on how to make this flexibility flawless. This
study intends to address this specific gap by integrating
four underlying streams around two research questions:

(@ What are the various frictions caused across multi-
workplace designs, technological variations, organisational
policies and psychological experiences in hybrid work
setup?

(b) What does the extant literature suggest to reduce
frictions arising from multidimensional factors and create a
frictionless flexibility —architecture of hybrid work
ecosystem?

Il. NARRATIVE REVIEW
METHODOLOGY

The present paper used a narrative review approach to
analyse and identify the broad problems of hybrid work,
appropriate to integrate the fragmented concepts across
incongruent extant literatures rather than using systematic
review for exhaustive enumeration of academic articles or
synthesising upon meta-analytics based on narrowly
constrained empirical research questions (Grant & Booth,
2009; Teng-Calleja et al., 2024; Huusko et al., 2026).
Systematic review is well suited for precise and focussed
research questions by summarizing metadata. Narrative
review, on the other hand, addresses broad but
interpretative research questions which focuses on the deep
understanding of the area under study (Greenhalgh et al.,
2018).

To identify literature, structured searches were done on
Google Scholar for scholarly articles and Google Search
for gray literature using hybrid work and its related four
layer terms (Example: “telepressure”, “remote work”,
“return-to-office  mandates”, “work-life”  “boundary
management”, “digital employee experience”, “activity
based office”, “hot desking”). Scholarly articles from peer-
reviewed journals published from 2019 to 2026 were given
priority. There was deliberate inclusion of gray literature
based on large sample consultancy, industry and relevant
professional  bodies including Microsoft Worklab,
McKinsey & Company, Deloitte, Gensler, Gallup, CIPD
and PwC reports and articles published recently since
2021. Finally, 33 peer-reviewed sources and 8 gray
literature sources were included in the synthesis.

The gray literature of recency, though not peer-reviewed
and verified, still provided findings at practitioner scale
applied to real-time current organisational practices, which
was used as supplementary evidences backed with large
sample sizes ranging from 10,000 to over 1,80,000
respondents, substantiate the themes from academic papers
and highlight scholarly gaps. To maintain validity and
integrity, sources of gray literature accessible from
identifiable organisational ownership or attributable
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authorship with date were included so that publicly
available reports can be easily verified. Saturation point
was considered when additional search queries resulted in
substantial redundant citations or core theoretical
framework and ceased to surface new themes given the
conceptual scope of the review rather than exhaustive.

The Scale of the Assesment of Narrative Review Articles
(SANRA) guided in maintaining methodological
transparency (Baethge et al., 2019). In introduction
section, it informed defining the aims explicitly, then
search for literature and finally present balanced
converging-diverging thematic evidence.

I11. RESULTS

1. The Concept of Hybrid Work Friction

According to Lauring and Jonasson (2025), hybrid work is
not a fixed ratio of work days at office or home or
elsewhere but a flexible and continuous transition across
three  magnitudes namely, modality (mode of
communication is face-to-face or virtual), location (home,
office, any remote third place) and temporality (covering
the frequency and duration of time work is done).
Similarly, Vartiainen and Vanharanta (2024) have
highlighted four such components of hybrid work
consisting of the physical space, the virtual space, the
temporal space and the social space that interact to
produce flexibility. However, the main cause of friction is
not the mere existence of hybrid work flexibility. It is
fundamentally the transition that occurs dynamically across
multiple dimensions and in doing so it is the switching
experience quality that defines the friction, the actual unit
of analysis.

In the diary-based review of hybrid workers, Huusko et al.
(2026) analysed how work was organised and experienced
over the temporal dimension defining schedules, work
routines and meetings due to constant recalibration
between office and remote. Employees adjusted
themselves to the continuous change in working modes
which in turn accelerated a sense of increased work pace
and feeling of ‘busyness’, a central characteristic of
employees’ lived experience.

A hybrid work infrastructure problem is not about
accessible tools at remote location or flexible work
policies but the element of easy switching incorporated in
the organisational hybrid work support systems such as
scheduling systems, processes, access to data and
information, communication channels and management
practices. ldeally, this support system if readily available
can make transition smooth and effortless else it burdens
the employees with extra work load both mentally and
physically. The employees need to carry equipments and
tools, synchronising schedules of work and home with
calendars and ensuring access to substantive resources
themselves (Huusko et al., 2026). So, the friction lies in
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the quality of transition rather than the quantity of
transition across space, time, tools and people.

2. The Multi-workspace Mobility Redesigning

The workplace design required in hybrid work is a
recurring theme where it has been noticed that offices are
designed for each employee individually and normally
fixed. This arrangement poorly matches with the hybrid
work attendance patterns. After working in home ambience
for a long time, employees have become prone to naturally
open, arid, well-lit green workspaces.

Recent studies have shown that employees are expecting
workplaces to give more preference to health,
psychological well-being and sustainability rather than
basic functional amenities. Contemporary office goers
value workplace features that have greenery, abundance of
natural light, thermal comfort, suitable indoor air quality
and finally some comfortable ergonomic designs as these
components significantly influence positive health and
well-being apart from job satisfaction.  Systematic
evidence-based studies indicate that health-conscious
office ambience improves productivity at work along with
job satisfaction. Alternatively, green-certified-buildings
oriented studies suggests higher employee satisfaction due
to good indoor ambience and ergonomics reporting fewer
symptoms of health disorders. (Lee et al., 2019; Colenberg
etal., 2020).

Similarly, hot desking is a kind of non-territorial work
arrangement wherein the occupant has no assigned
permanent desks. Instead, they can enter the premises and
occupy the available workstations on a first-come-first
serve basis thus supporting flexibility. However, this
arrangement is still not free from friction as it carries
uncertainty, reduced workspace control and continuity due
to continuous switching (Adikesavan & Ramasubramanian,
2023; Deloitte, 2025).

Another alternative is the prevalence of ABW in which
workstations are assigned for the tasks being performed.
The employees are required to occupy the workstation
based on the tasks rather than permanent desks to perform
all tasks (Oygur et al., 2022). This design response is
dominating modern spaces showing higher associated
work satisfaction and productivity. Here different types of
activity-based settings matched with type of tasks being
performed by employees. However, this arrangement was
highly dependent on the noise quality of the workspaces
and also whether the settings supported quiet concentration
zones and collaborative ones distinctly (Candido et al.,
2019).

An empirical cross-sectional study by Tulenheimo-Eklund
et al. (2025), covering 971 employees from five
organisations from Finland, provided evidence that the
quality perception of ABW was related to employee well-
being and the ability of hybrid workers to adapt to such
settings. However, studies covering office design have
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failed to parallelly take an account for remote work
settings on the same platform.

On the contrary, hybrid workspace should treat the office
and home workstation functional settings as a single unit of
analysis as they both being two separate environments are
interdependent and amalgamate together into the hybrid
work framework. (Holman et al., 2026). However, this is a
complementary  assumption presuming that home
workspace is adequately furnished with relevant
equipments and tools. About 42.2 per cent remote workers
had to modify their homes to accommodate work and
adapt physically in smaller or rented houses with families
facing constraints of their own kind. This is a significant
consideration while creating a frictionless hybrid work
ecosystem framework. The physical layer in hybrid work
cannot be considered solely as an organisational workplace
design problem, but it requires an integration of both office
as well as home workspaces with equal allocation and
access across employees (Cuerdo-Vilches et al., 2021).
According to Holman et al. (2026), the recovery-
supportive office feature may enhance task performance
while its interaction-supportive feature may enhance
workspace fulfilment. Similarly, the concentration-
supportive home ambience may increase employee
engagement and innovation. Thus, a fluid hybrid work
physical layer should deliberately consider both home and
office design complementary to each other rather than
organisations  investing  solely on  office-based
infrastructure or remote workspace compromise.

3. Technological Variations Layer and Continuity to
Tools, Access and Cybersecurity

Technology should not be taken as a static background
enabler of hybrid work but as an ever-evolving dynamic
element that shapes communication, information sharing
and collaboration among employees and creates an
experience of satisfaction, engagement and increased
productivity. Human ability to work with technology is
mutually shaped over time (John & Panteli, 2024).

Normally, employees are required to follow the physical
workspace where work is actually performed. On the
contrary, the variations incurred in the technological layer
in the form of data, work requirement, communication,
information sharing, collaboration and cybersecurity
actually follows the employees wherever they work from
and this creates digital employee experience (DEX),
central theme to this review as it is the core to successful
hybrid work arrangements. DEX is not about access to and
usage ability of technology but beyond. It is the cumulative
employee experience while working with digital tools and
infrastructure from fragmented workspaces. Effective DEX
can be ensured by integrating technology and digital
systems with all the organisational operations, digital
literacy training, cybersecurity concerns, technological
support in remote mode and streamlining technostress in
employees. (Moganadas & Goh, 2022; Swati et al., 2025).
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Apart from addressing employee experience in “digital
embededness” (John & Panteli, 2024), a more critical
concern across remote-office switching is ensuring
continued communication and collaboration covering
complete temporal elements of all employees undertaking
a project or task. The easier the use of technology, the
easier it becomes to communicate, share information and
seek advice and support from organisational members (Wu
et al., 2023). But the drawback remains in the visibility of
an employee to managers and peers in hybrid work setups
where communication maybe mediated reducing the
potential for promotions in comparison to co-employees in
physical office proximity (Cristea & Leonardi, 2019;
Mortensen & Haas, 2021 as cited by Wu et al., 2023).

Another reported concern of technological variations in
hybrid work is security and privacy of employee and
organisational data and information. Security threats may
arise due to digital literacy gaps where an employee is
unaware of safe technological use, insufficient employee
training by organisations and the increased use of personal
digital tools and networks in an insecure remote
workspace. Privacy is hit by the sophisticated surveillance
technologies deployed by employers to monitor and
control employees and their performance (Nurse et al.,
2021; Grobler, 2024). When employees are required to
transition from one work location to another, traditional
security tools become obsolete and this prompts a zero-
trust digital infrastructure. Cybersecurity is maintained
through continuous identity verification logins and device
validation prompts regardless of the location of the
employee (Itodo & Ozer, 2024). According to Nurse et al.
(2021), this zero-trust authentication prompts may result
into fatigue and frustration among employees.

4. The Organisational Hybrid Work Policies Layer and
Transparency

One of the most challenged dimensions in the hybrid work
ecosystem is organisational policies governing remote and
in-office employees in hybrid work setup. The pandemic
had created a sense of flexibility, reduced or no commute
time, autonomy and provisions for work-life balance
among remote workers. However, organisations found that
remote work did not provide the culture prevalent in
physical settings lacking communication, collaboration and
ultimately innovation (Gibson et al., 2023; Williamson et
al., 2024). This is evident from the proliferation of return-
to-office (RTO) or back-to-office mandates, thus,
incorporating rigidity against flexibility.

Policies rigid on in-office presence of employees is
overlooking employee preference for work location.
Rather than establishing traditional pre-pandemic office
norms, organisations should cross-check whether physical
presence is to actually add value and sustainability in the
long term. Organisations should focus on negotiating
remote and in-office presence with employee and create
balance rather than mandates (Gibson et al., 2023;
Williamson et al.,, 2024). The reports of S&P 500
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companies by Ding & Ma (2024) clearly ratified that
managers did not want to lose control on employees so that
performance is maintained. However, RTO mandates
showed a fall in job satisfaction with no signs of financial
growth for firms.

Similarly, a significant impact on the turnover rate of
employees at senior levels was eminent due to RTO
mandates as reported by Van Dijcke et al. (2024).
According to the authors, there has been an abnormal
attrition of employees from firms mandating RTO and
joining hands with competitors without RTO mandates.
According to a report by Hankamer School of Business
(2025) about 13 to 14 per cent high-performers at various
levels left their organisations in the IT and Finance sectors.
Under the public domain of U.S Federal RTO mandate in
2025, it was reported that employees experienced a reverse
difficult transition from the pandemic driven easier remote
work  transition. While remote work increased flexibility
and autonomy, RTO resulted in some level of spatial
autonomy withdrawal while digital work remained intense
as before. Due to inconsistent psychological contract and
decreased trust in management there was no reported
enhancement in productivity (Morin et al., 2026). The
RTO mandates have neither been positive in terms of
productivity nor negative in terms of flexibility but still
remain a matter of friction among hybrid work employees.

Further, friction in hybrid work may be attributed to lack
of hybrid work policies communication by managers to
employees  (Waizenegger et al., 2020). When
organisational hybrid work policies are not communicated
with transparency, this results in uncertainty which
negatively impacts trust and confidence of employees in
their manager’s decision (Kniffin et al., 2021; Gibson et
al., 2023). It has also been reported by Williamson et al.
(2024) that inconsistent implementation of hybrid work
policies, differently and unequally, among individuals and
teams create confusion and imbibe a feeling of inequality.

5. The Employer-employee Experience Layer and
Psychological Resilience

Finally, the experience layer is all about the inner
cognitive and psychological integration that can diligently
segregate the hybrid work ecosystem and define its
boundary. This can be understood with the boundary
management theory proposed by Ashforth et al. (2000).
Individuals either prefer segmentation of roles or
integration of roles to maintain a limitation between work
and family lives. It is the quality of selective permeability
and the fluidity of these boundaries that impacts how
flexibly individuals transition across these boundaries to
balance work-life in various contexts of hybrid work.

According to the assess-create-support conceptual
framework, organisations and employees establish and
balance both psychological as well as temporal limitations
between home-office boundary. It is not the context of
being in remote work or hybrid that generates negative
health implications but it is the insufficient capability to
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define the boundary and sustain in its limits (Perrigino &
Raveendhran, 2020). Further, there is empirical evidence
that employees who were capable of drawing temporal
boundaries, where they knew when to start and when to
stop, successfully detached from work mentally and had
control of their non-working hours. Alternatively, those
who failed to control their working hours faced exhaustion.
These effects were studied in the presence of two
moderators like individual segmentation preferences
(separating roles from each other) and situational
availability demands (Haun et al., 2022).

Next, workplace telepressure is another dominant
construct. Telepressure is a form of reduced ability to
psychologically detach from work operations, that
reinforces an individual to have a feeling of urgency to
respond quickly to all work-related directives,
overstepping the time and location boundaries skipping
leisure which significantly leads to sleep disorders,
impaired recovery and exhaustion (Cambier & Vlerick,
2022; Barber et al., 2026). Workplace telepressure along
with technostress negatively impacts well-being of
employees. Technostress can be inhibited with effective
technical support and training along with a transparent
hybrid work policy communication (Pfaffinger et al.,
2022).

The always available mode of work sustains telepressure
and allows locational and temporal flexibility. This can
create a psychological friction against fluid hybrid work
ecosystem. It was seen that technological integration with
location and time can reduce logistical frictions, however,
this same technology can impair the psychological well-
being and productivity. Hence, technology should be
integrated with the hybrid work framework that
deliberately supports boundary management designs and
norms.

This layer is further weakened by age and individual
differences pertaining in an organisation and complicates
the integration of various layers with a single perspective.
Since one-size-does-not-fit-all, individual factors should
also be taken into consideration and there should always
lie a scope for seamless flexibility in the existing hybrid
work ecosystem for individual preferences and
capabilities. According to Scheibe and Schmitt (2024),
home-office boundary spanning or productivity efficiency
differed across ages and organisations cannot expect
uniform psychological responses to a single hybrid work
model. In accordance with the ecological systems theory of
Bronfenbrenner, it was observed that organisations that
avail adequate tools with supportive transparent policies
while taking engagement initiates on their shoulder make
employees perceive the environment accommodating while
laggard technology in the midst of enforced disciplinary
policies are dynamically destructive. (Teng-Calleja et al.,
2024).
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Similarly, a survey of 412 individuals in hybrid work
suggested hybrid work can either act as a job resource in
terms of autonomy and control, flexibility and work-life
balance, or take the guise of job demand challenges like
isolation, technostress, unequal workload, unclear
expectations and coordination issues. Individual
experiences influenced by the above two circumstances
may vary and create a positive or negative hybrid work
perception. Psychological outcomes always cannot be a
product of hybrid work setup but also depends on the
surrounding organisational context that adopts hybrid work
(Dale et al., 2024).

6. Evidences from Professional
Consultancy Literature

A Global Workplace Survey across 15 countries by
Gensler Research Institute (2025) based on a sample size
of 16,809 office workers reported that against a need for
65% office week to be effective only 55% of the week was
spent in office by employees. Employees when granted the
freedom to choose from different work settings were
almost three times more likely to stay with the current
employer. This survey empirically consisting of a large
sample size, supports the activity-based work design,
suggested by Candido et al. (2019) and Holman et al.
(2026) on the physical layer.

Industry and

On the technological front, a survey was conducted by
PwC (2023) to interpret global digital trust among
employees with a sample size of over 3,500 from above 60
territories. Less than 40 per cent of IT, security and
business leaders agreed that cybersecurity risks in remote
or hybrid work cannot be completely alleviated in spite of
high-tech security investment. This evidence has been
academically corroborated with the findings of Itodo and
Ozer (2024).

Additional evidence that complements this argument has
been provided by an analysis conducted by Microsoft
WorkLab's (2025) with a sample size of 20,000
participants along with trillions of productivity activity
patterns identified wusing Microsoft 365 application
providing behavioural insights. The reports highlighted
that managers in hybrid mode markedly showed lower trust
in employees due to lack of awareness and visibility
compared to managers working in close proximity with
their team. Since the pandemic there was an irreversible
increase by 153 per cent in weekly Teams digital meetings
indicating an increase in technological dependency for
connectivity among scattered workers which cannot be
substituted with spontaneous informal interactions and
observations as in physical co-existence. The survey
revealed the hybrid work paradox of how, on one end,
digital technologies support uninterrupted communication
and collaboration while, on the other end, it deteriorates
managers trust in employees working apart and missing
visible behavioural cues.
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On the policy layer, McKinsey, CIPD and SHRM have
reported consistent flexibility patterns. Since 2022 there
has been a significant drop in fully remote U.S workforce,
just a few years post-pandemic as reported by McKinsey
(2025)’s American Opportunity Survey. Job seekers still
prefer flexible or hybrid setups as one of the top three job
qualities while evaluating employment opportunities.
Likewise, CIPD (2025) presented their survey reports
based on UK employers and employees. About 65 per cent
of organisations that permitted hybrid work mandated
some fixed in-office workdays. However, 30 per cent of
employees requested flexible work setups formally as they
felt uncomfortable with fixed office days. The mere
existence of formal flexibility policies diverges from the
employees’ perception to use such entitlements. Still,
organisational culture and practices critically determine
hybrid work deliverables. SHRM (2025) also conforms
with the fact that more than seven U.S. workers out of ten
would prefer to stay back with their employer if given the
provisions of fully remote or hybrid work flexibility.
Similar peer-reviewed scholarly findings have been
identified in the works of Van Dijcke et al. (2024) along
with Ding and Ma (2024).

Finally, a report published by Gallup (2024) on State of
Global Workspace from a sample size of over 1,28,000
from 160 countries stated that loneliness was experienced
by every one in five employees over the world, particularly
remote workers proportionately being on the higher node.
Also, a dip has been noted in the engagement level of
employees alongside declining well-being among
employees falling under 35 age group. Psychological
telepressure and telestress due to blurred boundary
limitations do impact mental-health and well-being as
stated in the scholarly articles of Barber and Santuzzi
(2015) and Haun et al. (2022) has been proved on global-
scale by Gallup (2024). Hence, remote work has the
tendency to increase loneliness which may be due to social
isolation.

From this corroboration it can be stated that these
practitioner evidences on large-scale backed with modern
statistical evaluations does not degrade the findings of
peer-reviewed scholarly literature; rather, these current
practically action-oriented perspectives conform with the
theoretical literature, giving additional weightage to this
synthesis.

IV. FLUID HYBRID WORK ECOSYSTEM
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework of fluid hybrid work ecosystem
emerged iteratively from the above synthesis, while
enhancing consistency and transparency and presented in
Figure 1.
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V. DISCUSSION

1. Towards a Fluid Hybrid Work Ecosystem

From the synthesis, it is evident that hybrid work flexibility
is not a product of just location, time, technology and
employee presence. It is the quality in how various factors
of hybrid work diffuse into and across each other creating
a gradient fusion just like the blending of colours. An
activity-based office space, hotdesking facility or the best
of ambience at office buildings if not available in remote
work hinders the physical space flexibility (Cuerdo-
Vilches et al., 2021). Similarly, if companies are adamant
on in-office mandates then the best of technology (Itodo &
Ozer, 2024) may be underutilised showing virtual space
and institutional space friction. Technopressure, cyber
threats and privacy issues create temporal, cognitive and
psychological space friction. Scattered workforce and
communication gaps create the social, psychological and
coordination space friction. The visibility and proximity
issues of employee experience create identification space
friction. A deterred, unequal and untransparent hybrid
work policy may lead to poor employee experience (Teng-
Calleja et al., 2024; Morin et al., 2026).

Subsequently, hybrid work can be defined as a frictionless
flexible integrated ecosystem made up of various spaces
that blends and diffuses among each other to create fluid
movement but cannot be optimised individually.

2. Practical Implications
This study intends to move from a successful hybrid work
model to a seamless integrated architecture of hybrid work
ecosystem (See Figure 1).

Organisations should refrain from treating hybrid work as
a single flexibility issue and consider the entire ecosystem
under one umbrella (Holman et al, 2026) while
technology should enhance employee experience and
should not be a mere transition communication support
system (Moganadas & Goh, 2022), or a zero-trust
authentication bot (ltodo & Ozer, 2024). Similarly,
policies should trust employee participation and
preferences rather than unilateral mandates but with
precision and control (Morin et al., 2026; Ding & Ma,
2024). Finally, organisation should support boundary
management with proper trainings as employee may not be
able to develop their own tactics (Perrigino &
Raveendhran, 2020). The new ecosystem would be
required to reduce hierarchy, making flow of information
and decisions free from barrier.

The best solution to the frictions created by constant
switching of workspaces is to have desk reservation
systems, employee’s personal lockers to store their
belongings so that they do not need to carry them wherever
they go along with supportive arrangements bridging the
home-office setups. This can create a sense of belonging in
employees and ultimately improve productivity and ensure
employee well-being (Adikesavan and Ramasubramanian,
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2023). Cybersecurity meant for safer mobility and
surveillance systems for enhancing support and
productivity may end up in technostress and privacy
concerns. A hybrid work ecosystem should combine the
concerns of surveillance, cybersecurity, privacy and ethical
issues and employee-technology frictions altogether to
create resilience.

Organisations need to create a transparent hybrid work
communication  system  with  consistent  policy
implementation across all levels that can facilitate two-way
manager-employee interactions thus reducing uncertainty

while increasing trust (Waizenegger et al., 2020;
Williamson et al., 2024).
Organisations should focus on effective leadership,

relevant technology, clear and transparent communication
and take employee well-being initiatives so that hybrid
work becomes a resource and not a stress. Organisations
are not only required to focus on the physical and
technological aspects of hybrid work but develop
strategies to create an environment to connect the social
beings on tasks.

VI. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The gray literature from professional practices entrenches
the facts from academic literature that organisations have
been struggling with the hybrid work phenomenon and
they need renaissance beyond traditional human resource
challenges by developing a mastermind framework as in
Figure 1. We know many things but we need to convert all
of them into one big thing.

A few limitations lie in the fact that though the literature
referred are genuine and from verifiable sources, backed
with SANRA (Baethge et al., 2019) for reporting quality,
still it lacks the empirical background without metadata
and replicability. A systematic review may surface
restricted and contradictory foresights on a narrow scale.
Secondly, major literature has covered European, Northern
America and some zones in Australia or Southeast Asian
settings, hence the findings are not generalizable. Future
research designs should focus on longitudinal, empirical
tests taking the conceptual framework presented in this
review.
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